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Background

Central Plains Water (CPW) welcomes the opportunity to submit on the Draft
Canterbury Water Management Strategy (CWMS).

Selwyn District Council (SDC) and Christchurch City Council (CCC) established the
Central Plains Water Enhancement Steering Committee in March 2000.  Its purpose
was to improve the security and prosperity of Central Canterbury through water
management schemes that enhance ecological and recreational values while
providing opportunity for agricultural and horticultural diversity.  The Steering
Committee led to the establishment of the Central Plains Water Trust in 2003 by SDC
and CCC and the implementation company for the Scheme, Central Plains Water
Ltd.

The Trust has as its overriding objective continued public ownership of the resource
consents being sought for the Central Plains Water Enhancement Scheme (CPWES)
and long-term community protection of the Region’s scarce water resources.  In view
of this, the CPWES aligns closely to the goal of the CWMS.  In addition, the Trust
considers it would be well placed to facilitate the introduction of important aspects of
the CWMS within the CPW area located between the Rakaia and Waimakariri Rivers.

There is clearly a close alignment between the activities of CPW and the ideas
encompassed within the draft strategy, which includes “setting up a water entity
under the auspices of the Canterbury local authorities … this could be a council
controlled organisation with a 50/50 joint venture with a private investor1”.  This is
essentially what SDC and CCC achieved with CPW.

It is noted that the hearings for the resource consent applications for the modified
CPWES are due to recommence on 12 October 2009.  Given the close alignment
between the activities of CPW and the fact that the CPWES can help deliver the
strategy, it is important that the consents for this project are not delayed in any
manner.  It is clear that there is no conflict in principal, as both have the same
concept at their core.

1 Page 13, Draft Canterbury Water Management Strategy
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Overview comments

CPW is generally supportive of the efforts made by the Mayoral Forum to progress
the issue of water management within the Canterbury Region.

The general aims of the draft strategy sit well with CPW’s Sustainability Protocol that
governs, among other things, prudent use of fertiliser and water. CPW requires
farmers to commit to a Water User Agreement and produce sustainable Farm Plans.
There are appropriate provisions in the Water User Agreement to ensure that
environmental management processes are implemented and enforced.

CPW concur with the Mayoral Forum that there is the potential for more irrigation
development in Canterbury.  This will require the appropriate management of
nutrients and the co-operation of local authorities in facilitating the infrastructural
development required for this.

However, CPW has a number of concerns with some of the detail and the
implementation ideas within the draft strategy.  These are highlighted below with
reference to the specific sections of the document below.

Section 1: Role of the strategy

CPW notes the “first order priorities” and “second order priorities” listed on pages 9
and 21 of the document.  While CPW generally supports the intended hierarchy
established by these priorities, upon further reflection CPW considers these could be
better defined, in order that the competing demands for Canterbury’s water are
appropriately provided for.

Specifically, the term “environment” as a first order priority is very broad, if the
definition provided in the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) becomes the
interpretation of this priority.  The RMA definition for “environment” is:

(a) Ecosystems and their constituent parts, including people and communities;
and

(b) All natural and physical resources; and

(c) Amenity values; and

(d) The social, economic, aesthetic, and cultural conditions which affect the
matters stated in paragraphs (a) to (c) of this definition or which are affected
by those matters.

We expect the intention with listing “environment” as a first order priority may have
been to ensure the “life supporting capacity” of water in terms of ecosystems and
habitat values as a first order priority which CPW would have no issue with.  If this
was the intention, CPW submit that “environment” should be replaced with
“ecosystems”, “life supporting capacity”, or otherwise defined in some manner so that
it is confined and specific to management of the water environment.

In addition CPW notes the “community supplies” first order priority potentially
includes water for urban irrigation and industry purposes, i.e. community supply
includes more than just that required for community drinking water.  While CPW
supports community drinking water as a first order priority we do not consider that all
community supply water needs to be regarded as a first order priority.

In this regard, CPW submits that minor modification to the wording of the priorities
and/or an explanation of their intended meaning would assist with understanding the
strategy.
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Section 2: Key challenges

CPW notes on page 32 of the document, there is a discussion about the key
paradigm changes needed in relation to water allocation and management.  It is clear
that large-scale storage to facilitate further development of irrigation is a significant
outcome sought by the CWMS. This in itself is a major paradigm change, and it
requires communal action to achieve it.  In this regard, CPW considers that
acknowledgement of this paradigm change is important, and therefore a fifth bullet
point should be added to the list on the top of page 32 as follows:

· Communal action to develop large scale storage to facilitate further
development of irrigation.

Other than the above matter, CPW considers that Section 2 of the document sets out
the key challenges appropriately.

Section 3: Achieving the vision

CPW supports Option D as outlined in Section 3 of the draft CWMS, but also
supports many of the other initiatives outlined in the other options. Ultimately it is
CPW’s position that any infrastructure development must provide for environmental,
recreational and economic benefits for the community in which it is operating, and
that any adverse impact on the environment must be mitigated or offset.

There is significant value in Option D getting support from local, regional and
territorial councils. If councils support infrastructure developments and this support is
reflected in relevant planning and policy documents it will be easier for private
investors to also back such developments – a key component of the draft strategy.

CPW notes on page 37 of the draft strategy, there was “strong support” for Option D
during the public consultation undertaken.  Accordingly, advancing water storage
infrastructure is a key part of achieving the vision.  CPW notes and commends the
Mayoral Forum statement “…the Mayoral Forum sees these targets as commitments,
not simply aspirations2”.  However, CPW is concerned that there is no short-term
action identified in the programme on page 38 of th e draft strategy to support
Option D and the development of water storage infra structure.

In this regard, CPW submits that just putting “commissioning infrastructure” into a 0-
30 year timeframe is not a sufficient commitment towards advancing infrastructure
development.  While such development is invariably subject to private investment
and market forces, it has been demonstrated through the Commissioners’ preliminary
recommendation on the storage aspects of the CPWES that the existing planning
documents may not provide a suitable regime for consenting such infrastructure,
even where private investment is available.  Accordingly, CPW submits that reviews
of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, together with relevant regional and
district plans are required to ensure that they provide an appropriate planning regime
in relation to water storage that gives statutory recognition to the CWMS and its
programmes.  This action point needs to be expressly listed on the short term work
programme included on page 38 of the draft strategy.

CPW note that while RMA decision makers can have regard to non-RMA plans and
strategies under section 104(1)(c), the decision on whether the CWMS is a relevant
document in terms of decisions on resource consents and designations rests with the
particular hearing committee or Environment Court charged with determining the
specific application.  Because RMA decision makers are not obliged to consider the
CWMS, there is no assurance that water storage will happen.  The Mayoral Forum

2 Page 38, Draft CWMS
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needs to commit to reviewing statutory planning documents to appropriately provide
for water storage and other CWMS objectives in some manner, this will provide a
useful catalyst for progressing the important elements contained within Option D of
the strategy.

Section 4: Coordination and delivery framework

CPW is concerned that the draft strategy does not specify how the implementation of
the CWMS will be funded, in particular, funding of the governance roles.  Is the
intention that these be funded from general rates?  If so, there is a very real concern
that with such a decentralised governance structure proposed for the CWMS there
will be a number of new committees needing to be funded from general rates within
the region, with duplicated functions.  This seems to be the opposite direction to
many other governance decisions taking place within New Zealand presently, for
example, the Auckland super-city and the move towards further centralised RMA
decision-making through the establishment of the Environmental Protection Agency.

CPW is also concerned whether the 'Water Infrastructure and Services Entity' as a
50 / 50 JV between local government and private investors could really work in this
environment in which there will be competition and conflict with the regulatory and
other roles of the councils, as well as political pressures.

Accordingly, CPW submits it is important to avoid additional compliance costs
through establishing overlapping and/or duplicated governance agencies through the
CWMS.  For example, it would seem that the Regional Water Management
Committee would have a similar role to that of the Regional Council.

In addition, CPW is concerned about the delineation of the Water Management
Allocation Zones illustrated on Figure 7 of the document.  CPW is concerned that 10
zones is excessive and there was no consultation in relation to the zone boundaries,
as they were not included in the earlier strategy material.  Indeed it appears, these
zones have been extracted from Environment Canterbury’s Long Term Council
Community Plan 2009-19 (LTCCP).  The zones in the LTCCP were included for
water management cost recovery purposes.  Accordingly, they haven’t been
formulated for water governance purposes and they are not, in CPW’s opinion,
suitable. There is also no indication of how “cross-zone” issues will be handled.  For
example a storage option may be located in one zone, but have the capacity to serve
areas outside that zone.  There is no obvious mechanism for ensuring zones do not
simply look after the interests of their own area.

Notwithstanding the general concern about the governance proposal, it is important
that the favoured water executive entity is not the only option, as it could take time to
be formed. Therefore any public or private entity should be free to take the initiative
to implement the developments favoured in the CWMS.  In addition, as discussed,
there needs to be some way of dealing with storage projects, which will invariably
cross more than one zone.

Overall, the proposed governance structure is seen as being overly complex which
will create increased bureaucracy for the region.  CPW believes that existing
governance structures can deliver the objectives of this strategy but only if they are
focussed and properly resourced. An example is the Urban Development Strategy
where Territorial Authorities have co-operated with the Regional Authority to devise a
growth strategy for their districts and are now writing the necessary provisions into
district and regional plans.  This is what is required for the water situation also, as
outlined earlier in this submission.
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In the event that the Mayoral Forum does not accept our submission that the existing
governance structure is suitable to deliver the CWMS, then CPW recommends that
the zones for the “Zone Water Management Committees” be rationalised from ten to
five zones.  To achieve this, CPW considers that the following zone boundaries
would be more workable:

1. Kaikoura with Waiau-Hurunui

2. Waipara-Waimakariri with Christchurch-West Melton, Banks Peninsula and
Waihora/Ellesmere

3. Ashburton

4. Orari-Opihi-Pareora

5. Lower Waitaki with Upper Waitaki

Our 5 zones are illustrated below:
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Section 5: Implementation blueprint

CPW is concerned about the implication that “groundwater storage” is the only
solution for the Central Plains, as it is the only short-listed project identified for the
Central Plains area on page 50 of the document.

It is unrealistic to suggest that groundwater storage can solve all of the water issues
within the Central Plains.  This hasn’t been suggested for any of the other districts
and is not in itself, a solution for getting adequate reliable water onto the Central
Plains.

Groundwater storage in the CPW area would not provide a significant amount of
storage, and should not be considered as a substitute for a large communal
reservoir. Our expectation is that it might slightly enhance the reliability of supply in
the lower parts of the CPW area, but its main contribution would be to supplement
groundwater supplies in the lower parts of the plains below the CPW boundary.
Accordingly, CPW submits that surface water storage within or to serve the CPW
area needs to be included in the “short-listed” projects on page 50 of the document.

In relation to the water-charging regime, CPW notes that there will always be
problems in mimicking a market within a governance/political structure.  CPW notes
that fairness and enforcement in relation to water charging are important
considerations.

Section 6: Next steps

As discussed above, the Mayoral Forum is in a position whereby it can commit to
reviewing statutory planning documents in light of the CWMS, in order to ensure the
statutory planning framework provides the necessary platform to enable the
objectives of the strategy to be realised.  The section on “next steps” needs to
identify this key action point.

Annex B: Fundamental principles

This section of the document seems to have a very strong focus on a range of
environmental matters, without any specific comments on enabling economic well
being to be derived from water.  This should be rectified.  In particular, the final part
of this section of the report on page 64 seems to have a negative approach to
'community and commercial use'.   CPW considers it could have an additional bullet
point, as the first in the list that fits better with the spirit of the title, for example:

· Further development of water resources is encouraged, to enhance the
economic well being of Canterbury and its people

Annex G: Targets in detail

CPW has reviewed the irrigation targets outlined within pages 98-101 of the
document.  CPW strongly endorses the tenor of these, noting the implication that
purposeful action and removal of blockages will be necessary to achieve these.

The “lead agency” column is limited to the report's proposed governance entities.
CPW notes that this implies these agencies will be active promoters of the irrigation
goals, and CPW welcomes this.  It is important however that this should not preclude
industry organisations or other entities from taking initiatives and lead roles in relation
to the irrigation targets.
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CPW notes that the “available tools” list on page 99 should be prefaced with “Some
examples of” (or similar), as there are a number of other relevant tools available to
assist with the irrigation targets.

CPW endorses the economic targets provided at page 112 of the document and
encourages the Mayoral Forum to further develop them and promote understanding
of them by both decision makers and the general public.

Annex J: Infrastructure options

As discussed previously in this submission, groundwater storage in the CPW area
would not provide a significant amount of storage, and should not even remotely be
considered as a substitute for a large communal reservoir within the CPW area. Our
expectation is that it might slightly enhance the reliability of supply in the lower parts
of the CPW area, but its main contribution would be to supplement groundwater
supplies in the lower parts of the plains below the CPW boundary.  This needs to be
acknowledged within Annex J of the document.

In relation to the Lees Valley storage option (outlined in Annex J) CPW understands
the idea behind this option is that Rakaia water, including Lake Coleridge, would go
south to the Ashburton District, and the Lees Valley storage would be used to supply
the Central Plains and the coastal parts of the Waimakariri District. In this regard,
CPW has a significant interest in Lees Valley and anything that would affect its
viability.

CPW has considered the effect of Proposed Plan Change 1 to the Waimakariri River
Regional Plan (WRRP) on a Lees Valley scheme.  For this, we have assumed that
the Esk and Poulter Rivers, which would be used to supply the reservoir, would be
bound by the Proposed Plan Change rules.  That is, the water would effectively be
Class B water and could only be taken if that did not cause a breach in the required
WRRP flows as measured at Otarama.  We understand the Aqualinc modelling used
for the CWMS then assumes Lees Valley would have first call on Class B water and
would also take unused Class A water (e.g. in winter).  Accordingly, unless CPW is
using Lees Valley, this scenario is in direct competition with CPW and possibly with
MainPower and potentially other users.

From our investigations it is clear that the Proposed Plan Change 1 rules, with the 30
cumec gap after A+B1 takes, would have a significant effect on the ability of the Esk
River to fill a Lees Valley reservoir.  While it might still be physically possible to
service a similar area (140,000 hectares) with high reliability, Proposed Plan Change
1 to the WRRP would add a substantial amount to the required size of the reservoir,
and to the cost of it.  By way of example, in relation to the CPWES, we estimate that
the 30-cumec gap would add between $120 and $600 million to the cost of
constructing the storage capacity required for CPW to provide equivalent reliability of
supply for the options we considered.

Similarly in its submission on Proposed Plan Change 1 to the WRRP, CPW raises
concern about the assumed correlation between the Old Highway Bridge and
Otarama monitoring points.  The fixed 11-cumec addition is based on questionable
hydrological science and is an unnecessarily cautious approach.  This will also
adversely affect the ability to fill a Lees Valley reservoir.

It is important for the Mayoral Forum to understand the implications of the likes of
Proposed Plan Change 1 to the WRRP as well as the implications of other existing
statutory planning documents.  The WRRP example illustrates that the statutory
planning regime can be working against the viability of storage proposals, which
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therefore places a significant obstacle in the way of achieving the goals of the
adopted CWMS.

CPW submits that as a part of the CWMS, the Mayoral Forum must encourage
Environment Canterbury in particular to recognise and encourage the fulfilment of its
own aims in the CWMS by adopting a more helpful regime for takes from the
Waimakariri River, namely that proposed by CPW.  In addition, CPW considers that
all statutory planning documents within the region should be reviewed to ensure
alignment with the aims of the CWMS.

5. Conclusion

CPW commends the Mayoral Forum for embarking on the CWMS initiative and
believes the model adopted can be shaped appropriately in relation to the
implementation phases.

CPW believes that while existing structures should be able to adopt and promote the
strategy, they will need leadership, focus, resourcing and determination to succeed.
The co-operation within the Mayoral Forum, which has brought the strategy to this
point, is a good start. The real test is continuing that collaboration through the
implementation phases without creating unnecessary layers of bureaucracy within
the Canterbury Region.  In the event that the Mayoral Forum determines that new
governance bodies are necessary, CPW submits that these be developed around
five water zones rather than ten zones, as detailed in this submission.


